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INTRODUCTION
Community consultation, when done
meaningfully, offers an opportunity for people to
have a say in how mining projects will impact their
land and livelihoods. Meaningful consultation
involves taking the time to identify, involve and
work collaboratively with all stakeholders early
and throughout the process. It is important
that meaningful consultation with communities
happen throughout the entire lifecycle from
licensing to mine closure. This paper sets out
the links between community consultation and
corruption during licensing for exploration, new
mining projects or mine expansions.

Meaningful consultation can foster genuine
relationships between the community, company,
and other actors through mutual respect, shared
concerns, and objectives. However, corruption,
poor regulatory systems, and, more recently, the
COVID-19 pandemic can pose significant challenges
that limit the effectiveness of these processes. For
example, corruption in the licensing and permitting
phase can lead to environmentally unsound and
socially destructive mining projects being approved,
rights to a country’s mineral wealth being granted
to unqualified or unethical operators, and/or
politicians or government officials taking advantage
of their position to influence license decisions at the
expense of the wellbeing of communities near the
mining project.
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Only in recent decades have some resource-rich
countries introduced formal legal requirements to
ensure that the rights of communities, particularly
Indigenous communities, are respected, and that
their concerns are addressed and integrated
into licensing decisions and impact assessment
processes.1 Despite these legal requirements, at the
local level the process is still often limited to merely
communicating certain aspects of the project to
affected communities rather than genuine two-way
engagement that enables communities to have
real influence on decisions. This situation results in
communities being sidelined in decisions that affect
their sources of livelihood and wellbeing, particularly
those with restricted access to information and
resources such as women or Indigenous peoples.

Although local communities
have a right to have
information about the
impacts of mining projects,
corruption in community
consultation leaves locals,
particularly marginalised
groups (such as women and
young people), with limited
opportunities to assert their
interests and to have their
concerns addressed.

Photo: Members of Hattang community. Source: Corruption Watch Community Engagement in Newcastle, Kwa-Zulu Natal, South Africa

Box 1: Community consultation
and engagement
We use the words ‘consultation’ and
‘engagement’ interchangeably in this
overview, although we note that these
two terms have been adopted by different
organisations in different contexts.2
Regardless of which term is used, it is
important to note that best practice requires
that the interaction with communities
be meaningful. To do this effectively,
appropriate and inclusive platforms for
engagement and dialogue that foster mutual
respect and trust must be designed, along
with support systems and transparent followthrough and feedback processes. There must
also be robust communications channels that
provide clear and accurate information that
is accessible to women and men of different
capacities. See Box 4 for resources on
meaningful community consultation.

To help governments, companies, civil society groups
and communities take action to reduce the risk of
corruption in community consultation during the
licensing process, this briefing paper addresses
four questions:
+

What is corruption and what are the forms
it takes in community consultation?

+

How do corruption risks impact
community consultation during project
licensing and permitting?

+

How do weaknesses in transparency,
accountability and a lack of gender-inclusive
participation result in corruption hotspots in
community consultation?

+

What measures can different stakeholders
take to strengthen transparency,
accountability and gender-inclusive
participation to make the consultation
process more resilient to corruption?

Note that a higher standard is required
in consultation with Indigenous
communities, which must consent to
the project. See Box 3. Promoting Free,
Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) for
Meaningful Community Consultation.
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UNDERSTANDING
COMMUNITY CONSULTATION
AND WHY IT MATTERS
Genuine and meaningful consultation with
communities is fundamental to ensuring that
mining is more transparent and accountable,
and therefore safer and fairer. It is important
for community consultation and engagement to
happen early, before any exploration or mining
activity starts.3 It creates opportunities for a
two-way exchange of information between the
community and the government and/or mining
company, with the aim of providing an informed
basis for final decisions and meeting community
needs. Engagement with local communities
continues throughout the different stages
of the mine lifecycle and can take different
forms including interest group meetings, open
public hearings, public meetings, and surveys.
Box 2 sets out the different instances during
the licensing and approvals phase when
communities should be engaged.
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Meaningful community consultation is important to:
+

Provide opportunities for affected communities
to express their endorsement or opposition
to the project and, if endorsed, make relevant
contributions and give input into the design of
the mining project.

+

Manage community expectations about mining
projects and community agreements, which
helps to build trust between communities,
governments, and companies.

+

Offer an opportunity to document the different
impacts of the project on women and men, and
to create a platform for co-developing practical
mitigation strategies.

+

Improve coordination and integration among
stakeholders such that individual stakeholders’
roles and rights are clearly defined.

+

Design appropriate communications,
consultation and remediation mechanisms
that ensure women, men and young people
can freely express their opinions and that are
responsive to stakeholders’ questions, needs,
grievances, and concerns.

CORRUPTION RISKS IN COMMUNITY CONSULTATION

Box 2: Aspects of the licensing phase when men and women should be consulted
Land-use decisions: Government land-use planning and decisions to open up land to mining projects.
Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) processes and decisions: Consultations led by
companies during ESIA processes to gather information and inform communities about potential
impacts of mining activities, and to co-design plans to mitigate negative impacts.
Community development agreements and compensation decisions: When companies are developing
community agreements and also providing compensation to enable them to access customary land
or privately owned land.
Indigenous land rights and agreements: Consultation with Indigenous groups to obtain their Free,
Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) before adopting any measures or starting any project activities
that may affect them.

Photo: Transparency International Zambia
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For community consultation to be meaningful,
the process should ensure that all stakeholders,
including Indigenous peoples, women, young
people and other marginalised groups, have
access to relevant, language-adapted, and timely
information about the project. Adding to this,
community consultation should be gendersensitive to ensure that it promotes women’s
empowerment and participation in community
decision-making processes.4
When community consultation is done this way,
it helps community members understand project
plans and impacts and participate in consultations
in an informed way.5 This enables them to properly
form and express their views about the project,
and ensures community concerns are adequately
incorporated into ESIAs and associated impact
management plans. Box 3 provides details on how
FPIC processes promote meaningful consultation
for Indigenous peoples. FPIC provides a useful
model and principles for meaningful engagement
with all communities.

Box 3: Promoting FPIC for
meaningful community consultation
Free, Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC) is
a right of Indigenous peoples to approve or
reject a project prior to the commencement
of any activities. To fully exercise this right,
they must be adequately informed about
projects that affect their lands in a timely
manner, before any decisions are made or
activities take place, and engaged in a way
that is free of coercion and manipulation.
FPIC is part of international law and is
recognised in the United Nations Declaration
on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP)
and the International Labour Organization
(ILO) Convention 169. FPIC is a way of helping
Indigenous peoples achieve rights to selfdetermination under the UNDRIP.
The consent of Indigenous peoples should
be determined in accordance with their
customary laws and practices, through
procedures and institutions determined
by Indigenous peoples themselves. For
FPIC mechanisms to function properly, all
Indigenous peoples and groups – women
and men – must be able to fully participate
in the decision-making process.
Ensuring improved recognition of FPIC
and effective implementation of prior
consultation processes helps to shift power
over certain decisions from historically
privileged actors to marginalised Indigenous
groups.6 It is important for governments to
provide effective mechanisms for redress
when the Free, Prior and Informed Consent
of Indigenous peoples has not been obtained.
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During consultation, businesses and government
should enable and respect local communities’ own
systems of decision-making at each level of the
award process. This approach can help company
and government representatives to understand and
incorporate community preferences and concerns
into their final decisions. When community needs are
incorporated into consultation processes, it renders
the process more inclusive, meaningful, effective
and legitimate. Box 4 contains further resources that
provide insights to stakeholders about key elements
that help to build a meaningful consultation process.

Meaningful community
consultation enables
women and men in affected
communities to properly
inform and express their
views about the project and
to have community concerns
adequately incorporated
into impact mitigation and
management plans.

Box 4: Resources on meaningful
community consultation
1.

OECD (2015), Due diligence guidance for
meaningful stakeholder engagement in
the extractive sector (Paris: OECD)

2.

Oxfam (2015), Community consent index
2015 (Washington DC: Oxfam)

3.

IIED (2016), Meaningful community
engagement in the extractive industries:
stakeholder perspectives and research
priorities (London; IIED)

4.

IFC (2007), Stakeholder engagement:
a good practice handbook for companies
doing business in emerging markets
(Washington DC: IFC)

5.

UN Global Compact (2015), A business
reference guide: United Nations
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples, (New York: UN Global Compact)

6.

PWYP (2018), In it together: advancing
women’s rights through the extractive
industries transparency movement
(London: Publish What You Pay)
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CORRUPTION: WHAT IT IS
AND THE FORMS IT TAKES
Transparency International (TI) defines corruption
as the abuse of entrusted power for private
gain. This recognises that all actors in the mining
approvals process – not just government officials
– have the potential to engage in corrupt conduct.
In the context of community consultation specifically,
corruption can take several forms including:
+

Companies manipulating the consultation/
FPIC process by giving gifts or other benefits
to influential community representatives and
leaders who are involved in the negotiation
of agreements.

+

Companies ignoring or avoiding obligations to
consult by bribing government officials or taking
advantage of weak laws and enforcement.

+

Companies relying on ‘signatures’ obtained
fraudulently or providing deliberately
misleading information to community
members about the project and its potential
impacts and benefits in order to secure support
to meet legal requirements.
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+

Companies deliberately providing
information in a way that local women and
men cannot understand (volumes of paper,
technical jargon, foreign language), often
referred to as ‘zombie transparency’.

+

Consultation being done in bad faith,
for example, late notification about consultation
meetings, one-off meetings, meetings being
held in places that are difficult for community
members to access, tokenistic engagement,
forging signatures to mislead government officials
about level of participation.

CORRUPTION RISKS IN COMMUNITY CONSULTATION

IMPACTS OF CORRUPTION
IN COMMUNITY CONSULTATION
Corruption in government decisions about
mining projects affects people in the host
community disproportionately as they are
the ones who experience the direct impacts
of the project operations when it goes ahead.
Although local communities have a right to
have information about the impacts of mining
projects, corruption in community consultation
leaves locals, particularly marginalised groups
(such as women and young people), with limited
opportunities to assert their interests and to
have their concerns addressed in the design and
implementation of mining projects as well as
the drafting of related community agreements.
This ultimately affects their interests across a
range of issues including environmental impacts,
access to land, livelihoods and culture. The
impacts of corruption in community consultation
processes are evident in diverse ways including:
+

+

Corruption undermines the rights of
Indigenous people to participate in decisions
related to natural resource extraction. Given
the importance of land and natural resources to
the survival and culture of Indigenous groups,
their right to FPIC in relation to mining projects
needs to be promoted and respected by
companies and governments. Corruption in the
consultation process through bribery, fraudulent
statements or manipulation of leaders
significantly undermines the right of Indigenous
peoples to self-determination. As a result, they
may lose their traditional lands and resources,
have their sacred sites destroyed and experience
other loss and damage to their cultural heritage.

farming, corruption that deprives them of their
land directly affects their livelihood – leaving
them unable to grow food or sell crops to feed
their family. In some cases, corruption in relation
to licence applications that dispossesses women
of their land may make women vulnerable
to sextortion when they then seek access to
land.These bribes can represent a significant
proportion of their income which therefore
worsens the economic inequality faced by
women in mining communities.
+

Corruption perpetuates gender inequality
in community consultation. When companies
target or select favourable community
representatives or leaders with whom to
consult or negotiate agreements without
ensuring gender balance among these leaders,
they exacerbate the exclusion of women
since traditional leaders are often men.
Without companies ensuring gender balance,
community investments and agreements on
project impacts and benefits may fail to respond
to the needs of women.

+

Corruption can cause or exacerbate protests
and conflict, which can lead to injury, death,
major disruptions to mining operations7 and
loss of trust in government. Corruption, or
the perception of corruption, in consultation
processes poisons the community’s acceptance
of a mining project. There are many examples of
community hostility halting mining operations.
According to a 2014 study by the University of
Queensland and the Harvard Kennedy School,
mining companies also stand to lose up to US$20
million every week that operations are stalled
because of community dispute.8

Corruption reinforces the marginalisation of
the economic life of women. In communities
where women are reliant on subsistence
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WHAT ARE THE CORRUPTION
HOTSPOTS IN COMMUNITY
CONSULTATION?
Corruption hotspots are areas that are
particularly vulnerable to corruption.
Corruption hotspots manifest in different
forms in community consultation processes.
The risk of corruption in community engagement
during project licensing is high when transparency,
accountability and gender-inclusive participation
are weak. Weak transparency, accountability and
opportunities for meaningful participation create
corruption risks which undermine the credibility and
legitimacy of community consultation processes. The
situation has worsened due to COVID-19 as some
governments further erode these elements when
they attempt to fast-track major mining projects
in resource communities.9 Box 5 summarises the
conditions that exacerbate the risk of corruption in
community consultation.

Weak transparency,
accountability and
opportunities for meaningful
participation create
corruption risks which
undermine the credibility
and legitimacy of community
consultation processes.
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Box 5: Corruption in community
consultation is more likely to
occur when:
+

Consultation and agreement-making
only occurs with local elites in an opaque
and non-transparent way, excluding
women and men of the affected
community from participating.

+

Accountability is weak because the rules
and requirements for consultation with
communities are not clear.

+

Transparency is low because critical
information about project plans and
impacts is not available or is not provided
in a form that is accessible to women and
men in affected communities.

+

Agreements between communities
and the company are not available to
community members to enable them
to see the agreements made and hold
company and leaders to account.

CORRUPTION RISKS IN COMMUNITY CONSULTATION

Consultation only
occurs with local elites
Although the power dynamics within local
communities varies, those likely to be most affected
by the project, including women and young people,
are usually the least powerful players. Local elites
and traditional leaders are among the few who
hold significant power in communities due to their
land ownership, position of traditional authority/
or financial and educational status among the local
people.10 Local elites and traditional leaders in miningaffected communities are usually the ones actively
involved in community consultations and negotiations
around mining projects and have the power to
determine the success or failure of such processes.
This position of power can be abused by those
individuals for their own gain. Companies may
also take advantage of the power dynamics in
communities by engaging only with elites whose
support they think they can win through gifts, deals
and other bribes – passing off the support of those
elites as representative of the whole community.
Research by Transparency International’s
Accountable Mining Programme in 20 countries
reveals a wide-spread view among community
members that local elites often manipulate
negotiations and monopolise decision-making
processes for personal benefit, which negatively
impacts other vulnerable groups in the community.11
In the Accountable Mining Programme’s research in
Ghana, Mexico and the Kyrgyz Republic, the risk
that consultations would only occur with local elites
was identified as a major corruption risk. In Ghana,
for example, the study found that the gatekeeper role
of chiefs in the licensing process can empower them
to engage in negotiations with mining companies in
a way that may not represent community interests.
Communities surveyed reported that they were not
given the opportunity to participate in consultations
and it became evident that the non-transparent
consultation process only with community leaders had
generated suspicions about corrupt practices such as
abuse of office and privileges and collusion between
chiefs, local authorities, companies and public officials
undermining the effectiveness and legitimacy of
community consultation.12

The rules for consultation are not clear
Where they exist, the underlying rules and guidance
for effective community consultation provide a
useful starting point for making consultation more
inclusive, meaningful, effective and legitimate. It
is important for the law to be clear on some key
aspects of the consultation principles such as: who is
responsible for consulting with communities? Who in
the community is to be consulted and whose consent
is needed? What defines meaningful consultation
and consent? Where in the mining project cycle does
community engagement occur?
In practice, lack of clarity in the rules and
regulations around these elements has created an
accountability vacuum, uncertainty for businesses,
and the potential for abuse by corrupt players
responsible for consultation or enforcement of
consultation requirements. Making the rules around
these consultation issues clear and transparent
can improve communities’ voices in resource
development decisions.

Unclear requirements for consultation
In Mexico, the Programme’s research found that
mining regulations did not clearly define when
licence applicants must consult and seek the consent
of communities. The study observed that in some
instances, concessions had been granted without
any meaningful consultation with communities,
even Indigenous communities. Lack of clarity about
community consultation rules in the licence application
process raises doubts and questions about the validity
of the concessions after they have been granted.
In addition to the gaps identified in relation to when
consultation must occur, the study also highlighted
the lack of clarity about the responsibilities of actors in
the consultation process. This is particularly the case
in relation to who consults with host communities and
who is empowered to offer or withhold their consent.
When consultation rules are not clear, the rights
of communities can be ignored by companies and
government alike. This can lead to a lack of legitimacy
of proposed mining projects, generating new social
and community conflicts.13
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Unclear rules about who is to be consulted
In the case of the Kyrgyz Republic, the Accountable
Mining Programme’s research found that the
scope for participation of local communities in the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process
was unclear in the legislation. In accordance with
the Regulation on the Procedure for Conducting
an Environmental Impact Assessment, meetings
with local communities and consensus-building are
not mandatory. The Regulation does not contain
requirements for the inclusion of all groups, including
those affected, in the consultation process. Mining
companies are only required to place the EIA report in
the local ‘self-administration’ office.
The research noted that in practice during
meetings about EIAs, companies mainly targeted
community representatives who were in favour of
the project. There were cases where companies
corruptly manipulated the consultation process
by paying monetary rewards or other benefits to
people in exchange for them expressing support
for the project.14 When the consultation process

is manipulated in this way to exclude people
representing community interests, it becomes
harder for the community to advocate for the mining
company to be accountable for environmental
safeguards to prevent damage from the development
and operation of the mine.

A lack of clarity in rules and
regulations has created
an accountability vacuum,
uncertainty for businesses,
and the potential for
abuse by corrupt players
responsible for consultation
or enforcement of
consultation requirements.

Photo: Community Engagement Newcastle, Kwa-Zulu Natal South Africa. Source: Corruption Watch
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Information about the project or its
potential impacts is not shared or
accessible to community members

Community development
agreements are not available
to community members

Access to accurate, language-adapted, timely and
relevant information is essential to enable women and
men in communities to meaningfully participate in
an informed way in consultations about new projects
and expansions. Adding to this, the overemphasis on
project benefits (“to sell projects”) by some mining
companies does not provide communities with a
complete picture of all the negative impacts as well
as the benefits. Credible information is critical as it
can help local communities to have better knowledge
about the scope and impacts of the projects on
their wellbeing. However, when companies do not
disclose project documents or only provide technical
information on potential impacts and benefits,
communities cannot understand the scope of the
project and its consequences for their livelihoods.
Consequently, they are unable to meaningfully
participate in decisions that affect them, and they
become passive bystanders. For local communities to
actively participate in consultations, it is important for
information to be provided to them in a language and
format that they understand (with interpretation and
support from their lawyers or experts as required),
allowing them sufficient time to form their views.

Community development agreements that generally
describe the project impacts, the rights and
responsibilities of the parties, and their benefit-sharing
arrangements have the potential to support positive
socio-economic development outcomes in mining
communities – both Indigenous and non-Indigenous.
While these agreements are intended to create a
formal record of negotiations, they lose their value
if communities do not have access to their details.
Transparency is key to empowering communities
to learn and benefit from the agreements so they
can ensure that their rights are recognised, and
development benefits of proposed mining projects are
localised. Also, promoting community accessibility to
agreements is important for national level civil society
organisations so that they can effectively monitor
implementation issues around these agreements
and protect human rights. Promoting transparency
and community access to agreements can help clarify
and manage community expectations and enhance
multi-stakeholder monitoring and enforcement at
the grassroots level to ensure the company fulfils its
obligations in the agreement.

In Zambia, engagement by TI Zambia with several
communities revealed that traditional authorities
and local communities often do not have access to
the conditions of licences awarded to companies.15
In one case, the Resettlement Action Plan (RAP)
committee, the entity that serves as intermediary
between the mining company and the community,
had their request to obtain a copy of documents
relating to the terms of the resettlement denied by
the mining company. The RAP committee reported
that without adequate and relevant information,
they could not effectively support the community
to negotiate the terms of resettlement, leading the
process to be a one-way communication from the
company to the community via the committee. A lack
of access to project information puts communities
at an even greater disadvantage when engaging with
mining companies. In this case, it meant they could
not meaningfully participate in negotiations to assert
their interests and hold the company to account for its
conduct in the project.

In Sierra Leone, mining companies that meet certain
production thresholds are required to prepare and
implement a Community Development Agreement
(CDA) with host communities. These companies
must allocate at least 0.01 percent of gross revenue
from the previous year to the activities contained
in the CDA. Focus group discussions undertaken
as part of the Accountable Mining Programme’s
research in four mining regions revealed that some
community members were not aware of the existence
of CDA negotiations taking place in their region.16
This suggests either a lack of compliance with the
CDA obligations or that negotiations involving
mining companies and community representatives
(Paramount Chiefs, local politicians or members of the
Community Relations Committee) were proceeding
behind closed doors. The disclosure of the CDAs to
the community, and then the regular and transparent
monitoring of company compliance with agreements,
is critical to ensure that negotiations have been
carried out in good faith and are being acted upon
with the community’s best interests at heart.

13

TI ACCOUNTABLE MINING PROGRAMME

ADDRESSING THE PROBLEM:
THE ROLES OF GOVERNMENT,
BUSINESS, AND CIVIL
SOCIETY ORGANISATIONS
To reduce the risk of corruption in community
consultation during the licensing process, it
is important to strengthen transparency and
accountability and ensure participation is
gender inclusive. All stakeholders have a role in
fixing the flaws in consultation and promoting
collaborative decision-making and meaningful
consultation that is responsive to the needs of
women and men in affected communities.

+

Introduce regulations that make the
consultation requirements clear. These
regulations need to take into account the diversity
of the community to ensure women and people
from marginalised groups actively participate.

+

Monitor consultation by companies and
enforce penalties for failure to comply with
community engagement requirements.
Government enforcement of these penalties
can ensure high level compliance by companies,
which can positively impact the outcomes of their
engagement with communities.

Government
+

+

+
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Improve access to mining licensing and
project information. Governments should
publish licences and licence agreements so
that all members of affected communities
can have access to them. They should also
support communities to understand the
licensing process and their rights to participate
in consultation, with specific attention to
ensuring that the information reaches
women and other vulnerable groups.
Engage communities on broader land use
questions prior to the licensing process in
order to foster a more integrated examination of
development opportunities and trade-offs related
to investment decisions.
Define the mechanisms for consultation
to explicitly make FPIC, especially the consent
element, a legal requirement in relation to
projects that affect Indigenous peoples.

Business
+

Disclose all relevant documents and
communicate project details in an
understandable format from the early stages
of the project, before exploration begins.
These formats may include posters, document
summaries, mock-ups and/or visual aids that
explain how the landscape will be altered by the
project. This can help all community members
understand the impacts and benefits of the
projects, which will help them make informed
decisions about proposed projects.

+

Establish and maintain internal integrity and
anti-corruption mechanisms for ensuring staff
and third-party consultants do not manipulate
consultations through bribery and corruption.
In addition to this, companies should have
responsive and secure systems in place for
receiving and handling integrity complaints from
community members and employees.

CORRUPTION RISKS IN COMMUNITY CONSULTATION

Conduct consultation processes and gendersensitive impact assessments (including
environmental and human rights impacts) to
ensure that the voices of women and other key
groups are integrated into decisions that affect
them. To do this effectively, companies will need
to understand and address the participation
barriers (elite capture, cultural, economic mobility,
practical/logistical) faced by marginalised groups.

Civil Society Organisations (CSOs)
+

Identify key corruption risks in community
consultations with government or companies to
help understand where the problems exist and
the appropriate interventions for communities.
Such information will help CSOs to effectively
monitor the consultation process to ensure that
local communities are not sidelined.

+

Develop policies and maintain high standards
for implementing FPIC, meaningful engagement
and environmental and community protection
measures. A key aspect to the success of mining
is setting and adhering to high standards in
all operations, regardless of the existence (or
lack thereof) of regulation and legislation in the
country of operation.

+

Develop capacities of affected communities
to help address power imbalances within
communities and between the community and
mining companies. CSOs, with the support of
experts such as lawyers, can help communities
to interpret and understand technical materials
such as ESIA reports and negotiate favourable
community agreements.

+

Regularly and publicly report on how the
company is engaging with project-affected
communities, implementing FPIC processes and
delivering on community development agreements.

+

Strengthen the voice and agency of women
in consultation processes. CSOs should actively
support the participation of groups specialising
in gender equality and women’s empowerment,
including grassroots women’s organisations, in
engagement platforms through training, and
development of appropriate educational material.

All stakeholders have a
role in fixing the flaws in
consultation and promoting
collaborative decision-making
and meaningful consultation
that is responsive to the
needs of women and men
in affected communities.

+

Provide technical advice to government about
the need to set and enforce clear community
consultation and FPIC requirements in the
mining awards process, particularly during
COVID times when regulations are being altered
by governments to fast-track mining licence
applications.17 CSOs can provide guidance to
government about what meaningful and effective
community consultation should look like and the
consequences that communities suffer when such
requirements are overlooked by government in
the award process.

+

Engage with companies to make them aware
of the challenges that communities face
and what companies can do to ensure fair,
meaningful, and inclusive engagement processes
that can resist manipulation and abuse.

+
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